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MENANDER: A STUDY OF THE CHRONOLOGY 
OF HIS LIFE 

By Walter Eugene Clakk 

The commonly received date for the birth of Menander of 
Athens, the poet of the New Comedy, is the year 342-41 b. c, 
which was also the birth-year of Epicurus. The length of 
Menander's life is given as fifty-two years; so that, by reckoning 
inclusively both terminal years of his life-period, his death would 
fall in the year 291-90 b. c. 1 The only express statement as to 
the poet's birth and death is contained in I. G. Sic. et Ital. 1184 
(to be cited in the sequel as "the inscription"), which says that 
Menander was born in the archonship of Sosigenes (which is 
fixed beyond question in the year 342-41), that he lived fifty-two 
years, and died in the archonship of Philippus and the thirty- 
second year of Ptolemy Soter's reign. The words are: 

MeravSpos Ai07rei'#ovs K.r]<t>i(Tuvi iytwrjdr) iirl apxovros "Syixnyivovr fTt\ev- 
T7)<rev irS>v v kou /3 lirl ap\ovro% Qiktrrrrov, Kara to f} ko.1 \ eros tt}s HtoXc/jmiov 
tov 2<i>t»?/oos /8a<rtX«as. 

In giving fifty-two as the number of years of Menander's life, the 
inscription is confirmed by a citation in Aulus Gellius xvii. 4, 
from the Chronica of Apollodorus, which reads : 

1 These dates 342-41 and 291-90 are the ones given by Christ Oriech. Literaturgesch.* 
(1905), p. 322. 
[Classical Philology I, October, 1906] 313 
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Kij<^wrtevs &v Ik AioireiOovs [tov] irarpos 
irpos toutiv tKarov 7reiTe ypdij/as Bpa/uiTa 
eleAwre irevTJjKovTa kcu Sveiv eriav. 1 

The archonship of Philippus has been variously assigned to 
the years 293-92 b. c, or 292-91, or 291-90, and as a result some 
have been led to consider the birth-date given by the inscription 
as erroneous. Moreover, our other primary sources of informa- 
tion about Menander's life involve inconsistencies which can 
hardly be explained away save by assumption of error in one 
source or another. Since it has not yet been satisfactorily deter- 
mined where these errors lie, a re-examination of all the sources 
is not uncalled for. As the result of a careful consideration of 
established facts, of previous arguments, and of certain new data, 
I believe that Menander was born in the year 343-42 b. c. and 
died in the year 292-91. 

The first important discussion of the chronology of Menander's 
life is that of Meineke, and is to be found in his Menandri et 
Philemonis reliquiae (1823), pp. xxiii-xxxvii. Of recent dis- 
cussions it will be convenient to cite here the following: Capps 
Am. Jour. Phil. XXI (1900), pp. 60 f. ; Jacoby Apollodors Chronik 
(1902), pp. 358-61; Bethe Hermes XXXVII (1902), pp. 278-82; 
Legrand Revue des 6tudes grecques XVI (1903), pp. 349-58; 
Jacoby Das marmor Parium (1904), p. 199; Busolt Griech. 
Geschichte III. 2, pp. 33 ff. (1904) ; Kolbe Ath. Mitth. XXX 
(1905), pp. 78-84; compare also Kirchner Prosopographia 
Attica (1903) under MevavSpos. It is to be said in general of 
those who discuss the dates of Menander's birth and death, that 
they all follow one or the other of two lines of argument: either, 
on the one hand, they accept the inscription as correct in all 
details, and, starting with 342-41 (Sosigenes) and reckoning 
with a life-period of fifty-two years, place the death of Menander 
and the archonship of Philippus in the year 291-90, thus leaving 
a gap of two names in the archon-list between Philippus and 
Olympiodorus (294-93) ; or else, on the other hand, they en- 

1 As given by Hertz-Hosius, excepting tow of the first line, which is the correction 
of Meineke. The MSS of Anon. De com., in Kaibel Com. Oraec. Frag. I, p. 9, give pf ' 
as the number of life-years ; but this has been corrected to v$ to agree with the more 
certain evidence of the above passages. 
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deavor, by help of a synchronism which depends on the assump- 
tion of 324-23 or 323-22 as the initial year of Ptolemy Soter's 
reign and by help of a corrupt passage of Dionysius Hal. De 
Dein. and of certain historical arguments, to establish the year 
293-92 or 292-91 as the year of Philippus, and accordingly 
declare that the inscription is in error in respect of the birth-date 
of Menander. These arguments are, in their details, to a large 
extent mutually destructive. 

Disregarding for the present the passage of Dionysius Hal. 
and the conflicting opinions as to the year of Philippus and the 
initial year of Ptolemy, we propose in the present discussion to 
show by passages from Strabo and Diogenes Laertius and Anon. 
De com. and the versions of Eusebius that the most probable 
year for Menander's birth is 343-42 b. c, that the inscription is 
in error as to the birth-year, and that the error is due to a syn- 
chronism with Epicurus. We shall then be in a position to 
elucidate the statements of Dionysius Hal., to determine the year 
of Philippus (and of Menander's death) as 292-91, and to take 
advantage, for the last-named determination, of the cumulative 
value of the evidence adduced by Capps Am. Jour. Arch. IV 
(1900), p. 90, from a fragment of CIA. II. 975. 

It has long been supposed that the first victory won by Menan- 
der at the City Dionysia took place in the year 321-20 as recorded 
in our versions of the Chronica of Eusebius; but this view is 
now shown to be erroneous by a newly discovered fragment of 
the Parian Chronicle, published and commented on by Crispi and 
Wilhelm in Ath. Mitth. XXII (1897), pp. 188, 200, and by 
Jacoby Das marmor Parium (1904), p. 23. In this fragment, 
under the year 316-15 b. c. occur the words: ivlica he ical Mevav- 
hpos o /cco/iotSo7roto? ' ' KQr)vr\t7iv Tore -irpaJrov. This evidence makes 
it certain that the first City victory of Menander took place in 
the year 316-15. Yet in our versions of Eusebius, Hieronymus 
has under the year of Abraham 1696 = Ol. 114*:= 321-20 the 
words, Menander primam fabulam cognomento Orgen docens 
superat, to which correspond the words of Syncellus, Mevaphpos 
6 Kw/uKot; ■7roir)Tr)<; irpfiyrov hpafia hihd^a<; 'Opyr/v evuca. Hierony- 
mus seems to have falsely construed irpStTov with hpap.a. The 
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Armenian version has under the year of Abraham 1695 ■— 322-21 
the curiously corrupt notice: ISandrus primus virtutem ostendit, 
super abat enim opyrjv (iracundiam) . It would seem natural to 
conclude that these notices must refer to a first Lenaean victory 
won in 321-20, especially since the data given in the list of 
poets who were victorious at the Lenaea (CIA. II. 977) make it 
certain that the first Lenaean victory of Menander took place 
about the year 321 .' But, on the other hand, it would be quite 
without parallel for the chronographers to preserve for us records 
of first victories at both the Lenaea and City Dionysia, for they 
seem to have employed only the records of the City Dionysia. 2 
Moreover, although under the year of Abraham 1701 = 01. 116 1 
= 316-15 Hieronymus has the notice, Menedemus et Speusippus 
filosophi insignes habentur- (with which agree the words of Syn- 
cellus, MeveSrjfios ical fL'irevannro'; <f>i\jdao<j>oi eyva>pt£ovTo\ t yet the 
Armenian version under this same year of Abraham 1701 has the 
notice, Menander et Speusippos philosophi cognoscebantur. Be- 
fore the discovery of the new fragment of the Parian Chronicle 
it was natural to regard the word Menander as a corruption of 
Menedemus, but it now seems probable that there was originally 
under the year 321-20 a notice of Menander's first appearance at 
the City Dionysia, with the words irp&Tov eSiSa^e, while under 
316-15 was a notice of his first victory— for Eusebius would 
surely not have passed over this important event in silence. 
Capps in Am. Jour. Phil. XXI (1900), p. 61, restores this sec- 
ond notice as follows: Me'i>ai>fy>o? ^kw/wko? irpSrrov, Bpafia StSalfa? 
'Opyrfv, eviica, /cal M.€veS7]fio<i\ Kai UTrevaiinros oi <f>i\6(ro<f><u eyvcopi- 
%omo. When irp&Tov was wrongly construed with Spdfia or 8i8dfja<; 
in this second notice, confusion with the notice under the year 
321-20 was most natural. 

Closely connected with the notice in our versions of Eusebius, 
under the years 322-21 and 321-20, is the important notice 
given by an anonymous writer in the tractate irepl K(op,a>hia<i, 3 

iSee Capps Am. Jour. Phil. XXI (1900), p. 60. 

2 See Capps ibid. XX (1899), pp. 395 ff. 

3 The treatise is evidently derived from good Alexandrine sources and is of great 
value. It is given by Kaibel Com. Gfraec. Frag. I, pp. 8 f . 
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which says of Menander: iSiSa^e Se irp&Tov 1 e<f>rj/3o<; mv eirl Aio- 
«Xeow (sic) dpj(ovTO'i. Since there is no archon Diocles during 
this period, Clinton (F. H* II, p. 181 [1841]) emended to 
<3>t\o/ic\eov?, who was in fact archon in the year 322-21, and 
Clinton's conjecture has long been accepted without demur. The 
two considerations which appear to have induced Clinton to make 
the change would seem to be as follows: In the first place, the 
consideration that our versions of Eusebius ascribe to Menander 
a victory in 321-20, according to Hieronymus, or, according to 
the Armenian version, in 322-21 ; and that Philocles was archon 
in the year 322-21. The change was plausible and brought the 
statement of Anon. De com. into partial agreement with those of 
our versions of Eusebius. 2 

The second consideration would appear to be that, as Clinton 
thought, a closely analogous confusion of the names Diocles 
(archon in 409) and Philocles (archon in 392) was to be found 
in a scholium to Aristophanes Plutus 179. The scholium reads: 

tort 8e «os AiokAcovs €Tt) u^, uxttc aXoyov Sia ovo/mitos avTtjv inaipav. 
ifi<j>aivei oe kou IIXaTtov iv tiS <J>acovt «7rTaK<u8eKaTa> era vcrrepov SiSa^devri 
iirl Aionktovs (sic), <us /xr/Ktri avrrjs ovcrrjs. 

In the last line Dindorf and Diibner read <I>tXo«Xeoy?, as corrected 
by Hemsterhuys. Clinton (F. H. 3 II, p. 106) bids us look to 
the year 322-21 for a like erroneous interchange of names; but, 
as a matter of fact, the cases are by no means analogous. In 
copying the scholium, the eye of the copyist, after he had written 
ScSaxOevn eirl, caught the ending -xXeow of the next word, and, 
since the name Ato/cXe'ou? (occurring just above) had but just 
passed through his mind and been written by him, he very 
naturally wrote it again, thus making a Ato-/c\eov? out of <£t\o- 

1 So Bekker emends the irpwTos of the MSS, 

2 Kirchner, accepting the year under which he finds the notice placed by the Arme- 
nian version (because it agrees with the emended notice of Clinton), gives, in his 
Prosopographia Attica II, p. 67, as the date of Menander's first victory the year 322-21. 
In so doing he tacitly ignores the date under which the notice is found in Hieronymus. 
The discrepancy of a year between Clinton's emended notice and the date 321-20 as 
given by Hieronymus troubles Bethe Hermes XXXVII (1902), p. 281, and he refuses to 
pass over it lightly. Yet so many are the dislocations of notices in Hieronymus that 
this discrepancy could hardly of itself invalidate Clinton's emendation. 
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icXeovs of his original. This is no substitution at all, but one of 
the most common kind of scribal errors and easily to be corrected. 

The only reason, then, for emending Ato«\eov? to <l>i\o/c\eov9 
in the notice of Anon. De com., is that the notice is thus brought 
into partial agreement with the data of our versions of Eusebius 
under the years 322-21 and 321-20. If we can show that the 
notice of Anon. De com. can not refer to a year as late as 322-21, 
then Clinton's conjecture must be abandoned. 

We have already seen that some scholars have found reason to 
suspect the data given by the inscription. It must therefore be 
used with great caution, and we must beware of using any part 
of it as a basis for conclusions until we have made certain whether 
it contains an error or not, and wherein the error, if any there be, 
may lie. Yet even if we admit the correctness of the inscription 
in assigning Menander's birth to the archonship of Sosigenes 
342-41 b. c. (and, for our present argument, such a proceeding 
is permissible, because, since no one accepts a date posterior to 
291-90 for Philippus, the birth date can not be later than 
342-41), there is a grave objection to Clinton's emendation of 
Aio/eXe'ou? to QikoicXeow;. If the poet was born in 342-41, and if 
it was in the archonship of Philocles (322-21) that he won his 
first victory, he must then have been in his twenty-first year, or, 
assuming that he was born during the concluding months of 
342-41, in his twentieth year. But to call him e<£?7/So? at that 
age involves a contradiction of terms, since the period of i<j>i]/3eia, 
properly speaking, was limited to the eighteenth and nineteenth 
years of a young man's life. Assuming that the inscription is 
right in giving 342-41 as the date of Menander's birth, he would 
have become e<f>r)/3o<; in 324, and could no longer be properly 
called tyvfa in 322-21.' 

1 The age at which the enrolment of the ^ij/Soi took place has long been disputed. 
Since the discovery of the ' kBriraXuv IloXtrela of Aristotle, the locus classicus for the 
enrolment of the %(j>-rj§oi is chap. 42 of that work. There occur the words: iyypi- 
ifiovTai 5' els robs SripJnas dKraKalSexa %ti\ yeyovbres. It is still, however, a matter of 
dispute among scholars whether by this statement is intended the completion of the 
seventeenth year of a young man's life, or of his eighteenth year ; but to my mind it 
seems certain that the statement of Aristotle and our other evidence lead to the con- 
clusion that the enrolment took place at the, end of the seventeenth year. For dis- 
cussion, and for corroboration of my view, see Schaefer Demosthenes unci seine Zeit 
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Further, Strabo tells us at xiv. 638 that Menander and Epi- 
curus were crwecprjfioi. These are his words: 

'AOrjvaXoi n\r]pov)(ovs tirc/xij/av 8mt^iA.iovs i£ eavrwv, u>v rjv nol NeoxXiJs 6 
*EiriKOvpov tov <pi\<xr6<pov irarijp, ypaftparoSiSaiTKaXoi, <3s <f>a<Tf Kal 8tj koI 
TpatjnjvaL <pa<rt.v iv6a.Be fev 2a,u.u>] ko.1 ev Tea> ko.1 itprjftevo-ai. 'Adyvrjcrr yevttrOai 
8' avnS <rw£<pi)l3ov MevavSpov tov ku>/uk6v. 1 

Now, the Chronica of Apollodorus 2 gives the birth-date of Epi- 
curus with great precision, to wit, the seventh of Gamelion of 01. 
109 3 = 342-41 b. c, or January of 341. The seventeenth life- 
year, accordingly, would have been completed in Gamelion of 
325-24 b. c.= January 324, and it must have been during that 
year that he became e^>i?/3o?. 3 At this time the ecpvfieia, presumably, 
still lasted for two years 4 and, unless the word avvecprjfio'; here 
has its most restricted sense, Menander must have become 
e<pT}fio<; in the year 325-24 (archonship of Anticles), or 324-23 
(archonship of Hegesias), or 323-22 (archonship of Cephiso- 
dorus) ; and it is to one of these names that the AiokXcov; of 
Anon. De com. must be corrected. If our premises are granted, 
the choice is a simple one and the correction to 'AirweXeow is as 
good as a certainty. 5 

Now, if Menander produced his first play in the spring of 
324 e^/3o? &v, he must have become e<pT)/3o<; at the beginning of 
the year 325-24, while his comrade Epicurus became e$7?/3o? a 
year later in 324-23. Assuming that Menander became e$7?j6o? 

III 1 . 2, pp. 19-38; Foucart Bull. eorr. hell. XIII (1889), p. 263; Gilbert Griech. Staats- 
alt. 1 I, p. 218; Wilamowitz Arist. u. Athen I, p. 191; Busolt Griech. Staatsalt. 2 , 
p. 213. Compare also Blass Att. BeredsamkeiP III. 1, p. 9. Of course, as enrolment 
was held but once a year and on a fixed date, the ages might vary almost a year, and a 
youth might have almost completed his eighteenth year at the time of his enrolment. 

1 Compare also Diogenes Laertius x. 1, who says of Epicurus iKTWKaiSeKimi 8' 
i\$eTv els ' Affrfvas. 

2 As cited by Diog. Laert. x. 14: £yei>]j0ij 5^, <pijaiv ' AiroK\66upos iv XpovixoTs, Kara 
t& rplrov £tos Ti}s ivvi.Tt]% xal ^KoroffT^s Skvfiiri&dos (342-41 B. c.) XuaiyCmvs &pxo»ros 
IL-qvbs Tap.r)\iwvos ej886/ia, Sunepov rrjs HXdravos TeKevrijs iwri. 

3 For discussion, see Jacoby Apollodors Ohronik, pp. 354-58. 
* See Girard L 'education athinienne, pp. 301, 302. 

5 This change has already been suggested en passant by Legrand Revue des itudes 
grecques XVI (1903), p. 358; but he adduces no reasons and merely suggests it as a 
possibility. 
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at the beginning of 325-24, he must then have been entering on 
his eighteenth life-year, and the date of his birth would fall 
before the beginning of the year 342—41 (archonship of Sosi- 
genes) and would have to be placed in the year 343-42.' 

This conclusion is flatly contradicted by the inscription, which 
says expressly that Menander was born in the year of Sosigenes 
(342-41). Yet the assumption of an error in the inscription is 
tolerable, if only we can find sufficient reason for its origin. Let 
us see. 

Strabo states that Menander and Epicurus were aw&frrjfioi; 
and Jacoby believes that this statement must have been based on 
official records, that the two names must have been found on the 
same tablet, and that the two youths must have been enrolled at 
the same time. Such a claim, however, seems unwarranted; at 
least there is no passage in which the word avvefy-qPos would 
warrant the conclusion that the Xrj^capxticd of the e(f>i)fioi had 
been employed as evidence. Much more likely is it that the 
source of Strabo (perhaps a record of the ty-qfiela of Epicurus, 
like the record of a certain Herodotus mentioned by Diogenes 
Laertius x. 4) based its statement on some sentence in the works 
of Epicurus himself where Epicurus referred to his famous con- 
temporary Menander. 

The explanation of the discrepancy, accordingly, is not far to 
seek. The author of our inscription, knowing that Menander and 
Epicurus were called crvvtyrifioi, interpreted the word in the sense 
which it had in his own later day, when the e<f>i)/3oi served only one 
year; and, knowing that Epicurus was born in the year of the 
archon Sosigenes, he ascribed the birth of Menander to the same 

1 It is not yet fully agreed as to the time of year at which the Soni/iao-la of the £0ij/3oi 
took place. It is certain that all of our known ephebic inscriptions are dated in the 
third prytany, in the month Boedromion ; cf . Dumont Essai I, p. 134. But this fact 
by no means leads to the conclusion that the doKt/jaaia and enrolment took place at 
that time, and it is much more likely that the Somimala and enrolment took place at 
the beginning of the official year ; cf . Wilamowitz Arist. u. Athen I, p. 191 ; Busolt 
Griech. Staatsalt?, p. 213. If the Sou/mala is to be placed at the beginning of the 
official year in Hecatombaeon, or at any time prior thereto, then the birth of Menander 
must be ascribed to the year 343-42. 

Kaibel in his comments on the inscription suspects the year 342-41 as an error, but 
believes that it was reached by a computation based on the date of Menander's first 
appearance in 322-21 (which date he accepts on the authority of the emended notice of 
Clinton), and that twenty years (the "half dK/«j") were added. 
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year. Having thus been led to substitute the name of Sosigenes 
for the name of the archon which he found given, and which he 
considered as an error, he naturally enough retained fifty-two years 
as the length of Menander's life, without discovering to himself the 
discrepancy by laboriously counting down a list of archons. 1 

One more objection yet remains to the correction of Ato«\eow 
to 'Ax>TMcXeov? in Anon. De com., to wit, the notices (as restored 
by Capps) in our versions of Eusebius which place the first 
appearance of Menander at the City Dionysia in 01. 114 3 = 
321-20 (in the Armenian version 01. 114 s = Abraham 1595 
= 322-21). This notice, I believe, belonged originally to 
01. 113 3 = 325-24, the year of the archonship of Anticles, 
and has been lowered by just one Olympiad. For similar dislo- 
cations, see Jacoby Apollodors Chronik, pp. 129, 132, 139, 287, 
308, 313. This kind of error occurs several times in the portions 
of the Canon which come under Jacoby's survey, and in places 
where there is other evidence to make the true date certain. In 
this particular case we have no evidence which can make it sure 
that the notice has suffered a dislocation; but, if we are right in 
correcting to 'AirweXeov? in Anon. De com., the assumption of a 
dislocation of the notice in our versions of Eusebius becomes 
necessary. 

We must then suppose that Menander's first appearance at the 
City Dionysia took place in the year 324, and that his first City 
victory was in 315. This is just what we should expect from all 
that we know of his career. The apparent tradition that he was 
victorious with his first play in the year 321-20, or 322-21 and 
yet won the first prize so seldom, has always been a troublesome 
point to critics. He won only eight victories in all, of which 
four, or possibly five, were won at the City Dionysia. 2 It now 

1 The theory just proposed necessitates the assumption that the compiler of the 
inscription knew the birth-date of Epicurus, and that he was aware of the fact that 
Menander and Epicurus were called avvi<t>r)(Soi. As we know nothing of the sources 
from which the compiler of the inscriptionidrew, and can merely state that he used 
great care in the selection of his data, such an assumption can not be made into a cer- 
tainty ; but it seems to be the most natural explanation of the error of the inscription. 

2 See Aul. Gell. xvii. 4 : ex istis tamen centum et quinque omnibus eum octo vicisse, 
idem Apollodorus eodem in libro scripsit. Gellius here gives the total for both 
festivals, while Apollodorus gave the number of victories for each festival separately : 
cf. Jacoby Apollodors Chronik, p. 359. 
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seems certain that it was only after repeated attempts that he won 
a coveted City victory ; nor is it likely, in view of the small num- 
ber of victories, that it was with his first play that he won a 
victory at the Lenaea in 322-21 or 321-20. 

Bethe Hermes XXXVII (1902), p. 278, by an examination of 
two places in the Heauton Timorumenos of Terence, finds a new 
and valuable clue to the date of its prototype, Menander's play of 
like name; but, under the influence of older views, he does not 
venture to date the production of the 'Eavrbv TifMopov/ievos earlier 
than 321, and gives back in his conclusions all the ground which 
he had gained. Line 117 of the play of Terence reads: 

in Asiam ad regem militatum abiit Chremes, 

and Alexander is the only person who could be spoken of par 
excellence as "the king" at this period. In 1. 194, moreover, 
occur the words patriam incolumem. After the ravages of the 
Lamian war this phrase would be altogether out of place. Bethe 
believes, therefore, that this play was written by Menander before 
the year 323, but that, in accordance with the notices of our 
versions of Eusebius, it was not produced until 321 or 320. His 
arguments for a date of composition prior to the death of Alexan- 
der are cogent and convincing, but we can not suppose for a moment 
that Menander postponed the production of his play for two years 
out of a desire to polish it off carefully. In view of the fact that he 
wrote some hundred and five plays in about thirty-three years, he 
must soon have learned to work much more rapidly. Or, if 
Bethe means to imply that the play was not produced until 321 
because of the extreme youth of the poet, there are the cases of 
Alexis and of Eupolis and of Aristophanes, each of whom brought 
out a drama at as early an age as seventeen. If Terence's 11. 117 
and 194 are a true reflex of the Menandrian original, we must 
assuredly suppose that Menander brought out the play before 
the year 321 ; for, had the production been as late as that, the 
references to "Alexander" and to "a fatherland still safe and 
unimpaired" would no longer be pertinent. Clearly, if Bethe's 
arguments are of any weight, we must assume that the 'JLavrbv 
TifMopovnevos was brought out as early as 323. This conclusion 
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affords strong corroboration of the correctness of the change to 
' AvTifc\eov<; in the notice of Anon. De com. 

Legrand Revue des 6tudes grecques XVI (1903), p. 357, per- 
ceiving the error of Bethe, carries back the production of the 
play to the period of its composition (that is, to a time prior to 
the death of Alexander) by endeavoring to show that it was pro- 
duced at the festival of the Attic deme Aixone by the youthful 
Menander at eighteen years of age, who thus started his career 
before venturing on a more ambitious attempt at the Lenaea or 
the City Dionysia in Athens. But new plays were not, in general, 
presented at demotic festivals; at these the performances were 
confined to the reproduction of old pieces, and there are but two 
instances known to us of new plays having been brought out at 
demotic festivals. Once, indeed, we find a record 1 of a new play 
at Salamis, if the inscription, which dates in the Christian era, 
has been correctly restored; and there is a second record 2 which 
tells us that Euripides brought out a new tragedy at the Pei- 
raeeus. At Aixone, to be sure, we know 3 that there was a theater 
in which plays were produced — all comedies apparently; but we 
are not warranted in assuming that this deme formed an excep- 
tion to the general rule. Moreover, if Legrand follows out the 
suggestion which he tentatively makes, that is to emend to 'Apti- 
icXeow in the notice of Anon. De com., he can not connect this 
notice with an assumed production of a play at the deme Aixone; 
for it would be absolutely without parallel for the chronographers 
to record a first victory or any victory at a demotic festival. 
Legrand's hypothesis is based on the fact that the scene of the 
play is laid in the deme Aixone; but even if the scene is laid at 
Aixone, it is not safe to conclude that it was produced there. For 
such a conclusion there is as little warrant as there would be for 
concluding that Menander's play the 'AXaefc was brought out at 
the deme 'AXal ' Apa<j>r)vi8e<; because, as we know, its action 
takes place in that deme. Legrand's arguments relating to the 
inconsistencies of the play, however, have weight; and, together 
with Bethe's suggestion, afford convincing proof of the early 
date of Menander's drama. 

* CIA. II. 470. *See Haigh Attic Theatre*, p. 43. "CIA. II. 585. 
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Jacoby would solve the problem by attacking the death -date 
given in the inscription, namely the year of the archonship of 
Philippus and the thirty-second year of Ptolemy Soter's reign, 
and by arguing for the year 291-90 as the date of Menander's 
death. He believes that there has been a corruption from 8 ical X 
to /3 teal X, that is to say, from 34 to 32. The year of Ptolemy 
Soter's accession is variously given by the Greek chronographers 1 
as 324-23 or 323-22, of which the latter year is the one gener- 
ally accepted. Jacoby, arbitrarily assuming that the author of 
our inscription reckoned from the year 324-23, arrives at the 
year 291-90 as the thirty-fourth year of Ptolemy, and thinks 
that the name of the archon as originally given was that of this 
year, 291-90. He further claims that when, through the cor- 
ruption of S to /3, the statement was taken as referring to the 
year 293-92, the name of the archon was changed and the name 
Philippus substituted. If, however, the compiler of the inscription 
was careful enough to do this, he would have been much more likely, 
I conceive, to change the numeral than the name of the archon. 
Jacoby's conclusions are reached only by extreme means. The 
birth -date he feels must be right ; and he accepts the number of 
years given as the length of Menander's life, because it agrees 
with a passage of the Chronica of Apollodorus as cited by Gellius 
xvii. 4, where the metre preserves the number. Therefore the 
error must be in the death-date, and he is willing to employ any 
means to bring the date given by the inscription into agreement 
with his theory that Philippus was archon in the year 293-92. 
Yet such arbitrary treatment of the inscription can not be a posi- 
tive argument for placing Philippus in the year 293-92. If, 
on other grounds, it could be proved beyond the shadow of a 
doubt, as has not yet been done, that Philippus was archon in 
293-92, then it would be allowable to apply to our inscription a 
critique like that of Jacoby. 

Our chief difficulty lies in the fact that there is no general 
agreement as to the archonship of Philippus. Older scholars 2 



1 See Beloeh Bettr. zur alt. Oesch. Ill, p. 313 ; Jacoby Das marmor Parium, p. 195. 
Beloch in his Geschichte III. 2, p. 33, claims that even the year 322-21 may be probable. 

2 So Droysen Hellen. II. 2, p. 397. 
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placed it in the year 292-91, and this is the date which Beloch 1 
once accepted; but Unger, 2 Kirchner, 3 Ferguson, 4 Jacoby, 5 and 
Kolbe 6 insist upon assigning it to the year 293-92. Very 
recently, however, Beloch has abandoned his former position and 
maintains 7 the date as 291-90. 

Inasmuch as our conclusion that the birth of Menander is to 
be ascribed to the year 343-42 b. o. makes it necessary to assign 
the archonship of Philippus to the year 292-91, it is necessary to 
consider here certain points in the arguments of Kolbe and of 
Bethe, the most recent exponents of the dates 293-92 and 291-90, 
and to determine whether their methods of procedure are fully 
justified. Kolbe seeks to show that Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 
in his account of the life of Deinarchus, must have reckoned the 
two fifteen-year periods which he mentions, as running from 
322-21 to 308-7 and from 307-6 to 293-92. By thus reckoning 
inclusively he arrives at the year 293-92 as the archonship of 
Philippus. The passage De Dein. 2 reads as follows: 

Kat StartreXeKtv IrStv trevrtKaiStKa xpovov Aoyous <Tvyypa<f>tav rots ySouAo- 
(itvois Io)s Kao-travSpos rqv it6X.lv KixTt<T\€V. cm 8k 'Ava&KpaTous apxpirros 
(307—6), i<f>' ov KartXvcrav rrjv iv rrj Mowv\ia <f>povpav iuro KacrcravSpov KaTa- 
ara&ttaav ol Trepl ' ' Xvriyovov km. Arjfiyjrpiov .... tWtXBav p.kv £is SiKacmjpiov 
ov\ virip.uvav .... l$eX6a>v 8k rrjs iroXtios ko.1 iXOwv £ts XaAia8a .... tov 
aw' 'Ava£ucpa.Tovs xpovov fa>s "StAtWov irtvT£Kai8tK€Tt) ytvoptvov lutt SieTpuj/tv. 
But this statement of Dionysius is not specific enough to make this 
conclusion of Kolbe's the only possible one, and it seems to me not 
at all improbable that by the words tov air' ' Ava^iKpaTOW %p6vov 
ea>? <£>i\farirov TrevreicaiSeiceTr) yev6ftevov Dionysius meant the period 
from 306-5 to 292-91 reckoned inclusively ; especially in view of 
the data found in De Dein. 9. Here occur the words tov? 'AOtfvrjo-iv 
ap^avras .... yevofievovs eftSofiijicovTa irpoOrjcrofiev ; but our manu- 

111 Die attischen Archonten im dritten Jahrhundert," Beitr. zur alt. Gesch. (1902), 
and in Hermes XXXVII (1903), p. 130. 

tPhilol. XXXVIII (1879), p. 447. ^Hermes XXXVII (1902), p. 438. 

* The Athenian Archons, pp. 11 ff. — Ferguson's latest discussion, The Priests of 
Asklepios, was received after this article was in pages and his results unfortunately 
can not be referred to here. ^Apollodors Chronik, p. 360. 

QAth. Mitth. XXX (1905), pp. 78-84. So too Sehoeffer in P.-W. II, p. 588; Ditten- 
berger Syll. 2 , p. 192, n. 18. Wilamowitz Antigonos, p. 240, gives a doubting assent. 

i Griechische Geschiehte III. 2, p. 33 (1904). 
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scripts contain only sixty-eight names. Inasmuch as Dionysius 
states distinctly that he is going to give the names of seventy 
archons, we can not do otherwise than accept his statement at pre- 
cisely its face value; and, in the absence of any statement to the 
contrary, we must assume that they cover a period of seventy years. 
We have from other sources proof for Hegesias, archon in 324-23, 
whose name is missing from the list. It is not therefore unreason- 
able, in view of the explicit statement of the number seventy, to 
assume that the list originally contained yet another name, now 
lost; and, since the list is complete through Olympiodorus 
(294-93), and it follows from De Dein. 2 that Philippus is the 
last archon during this period of seventy years, it must be the 
archon of 293-92 whose name has been lost. By looking at the 
matter from a slightly different point of view we arrive at this 
same conclusion; and, in addition, we are forced to admit that 
Dionysius must have reckoned the second fifteen-year period as 
extending from 306-5 to 292-91. For, after an enumeration of 
the names of forty archons and a sentence in explanation, Diony- 
sius gives the names of fifteen archons, beginning with Archippus 
and ending with Anaxicrates (307-6) ; then occur the following 
words: en-l tovtov r/ KaTacrraOelcra vtto Kao-crdvSpov 6\tyapxia icare- 
\v6t], Kal oi elo-ayyeXOevre; e<pvyov, ev oh koX Aetvapxps r/v ; followed 
by a list of fourteen names beginning with Coroebus and ending 
with Philippus. A comparison of the phraseology of this passage 
and of chap. 2 makes it certain to my mind that the list of archons 
here is meant to cover the period a7r' ' AvafytcpaTow; .... ew? 
Qikhrirov, and that there were fifteen names in the original list, 
and that Dionysius reckoned from 306-5 to 292-91. All those 
who place Philippus in 293-92 resort to the most extreme devices 
of argumentation to discredit the explicit statement of Dionysius. 
Again, Kolbe maintains that, inasmuch as the Parian Chronicle 
reckoned the reign of Ptolemy from the year 324-23, we must 
needs do so in the case of our inscription. This, too, would place 
Philippus in the year 293-92. But, on the other hand, we know 
that the date from which many chronographers 1 reckoned was 
the year 323-22 ; and it is possible that the author of our inscrip- 

1 See Jacoby Das marmor Parium, p. 195. 



Menandee 327 

tion may have followed this system. To assume that Ptolemy's 
reign began in the year 323-22 involves no distortion of the evi- 
dence; and on this point, at least, the Parian Chronicle may not 
be infallible. 1 Having thus arrived at the date 293-92 as the year 
of the archonship of Philippus, Kolbe counts back fifty-two years 
and says that Menander must have been born in the year 344-43. 
This year, however, can not be brought into relation with the state- 
ment of Strabo that Menander and Epicurus were avve(f>j)j3oi, and 
so must be rejected. 

Beloch 2 has taken the other horn of the dilemma in his argu- 
ments for the year 291-90 as the date of the archonship of 
Philippus. Assuming that the birth-date given by the inscrip- 
tion is correct, he counts down fifty-two years and arrives at the 
year 291-90 as the year of Philippus, which year he proceeds to 
defend by the use of CIA. II. 5. 614= b. But there are weighty 
reasons for believing that the Cimon there mentioned does not 
belong to this period, 3 but to a much later date; and there is 
no sufficient reason for supposing that the name to be supplied is 
that of Philippus. Besides, in order to make room for two 
archons, Cimon and Lysias, between Olympiodorus and Philippus, 
he is obliged to treat the text of Dionysius De Dein. 9 in a most 
arbitrary manner. For either Dionysius deliberately falsified in 
his statement as to the number of archons, or he himself, by an 
omission in the list which he obtained from his sources, believed 
that Philippus was archon in the year 292-91. For inasmuch as 
he gives the archon for 261-60 as the first and Philippus as the 
last in the list and states that he is going to give seventy names, 
if Philippus is to be placed in the year 291-90, there must have 
been seventy-one names in the original list. We are not in a 
position to impeach the sincerity of Dionysius in this matter and 
his language precludes any theory of exclusive reckoning by 
years, as suggested by Beloch. The only possibility to support 
Beloch's view is that one name may have dropped out of the 
original list, that Dionysius may have had only seventy names, 
and placed Philippus in 292-91. Such a possibility has no 

i See Beloch Gr. Gesch. III. 2, pp. 33, 34. *Gr. Gesch. III. 2, p. 33. 

3 See Kolbe Ath. Mitth. XXX (1905), pp. 76, 103 ff. 
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authority except the doubtful and fragmentary inscription ad- 
duced and emended by Beloch. Therefore, as the case now 
stands, any conservative criticism must needs maintain that 
Dionysius is historically correct in stating that there were sev- 
enty archons from Nicophemus through Philippus, and conclude 
that the name of the archon for the year 293-92 has been lost. 1 
It seems to me that argumentation based on the inscription I. G. 
Sic. et Ital. 1184 is bound to be faulty ; we must work from other 
facts to the inscription, and not vice versa. 

My line of argument is briefly as follows: We know that 
Menander and Epicurus were <rvve<{>r)fioi. Epicurus must have 
become e$??/3o? at the beginning of the year 324-23. Menander 
must have become e^ij/Sos in 325-24 (archonship of Anticles) or 
324-23 (archonship of Hegesias and year of Alexander's death) 
or 323-22 (archonship of Cephisodorus). Prom Anon. De com. 
we know that Menander as e^jj^os won a victory in the archon- 
ship "of Diocles" — a name which we know to be corrupt. 
Bethe has shown that Menander must have composed a play 
before the death of Alexander. There is thus a double reason 
for rejecting Clinton's emendation to Philocles (322-21) and for 
emending to Anticles (325-24). If Menander became e<£j?/8os 
at the beginning of 325-24, his birth must fall in the year 
343-42. The most natural explanation of the error of the 
inscription is that it is due to a synchronism with Epicurus. 
Reckoning from 343-42, we arrive at the year 292-91 as the 
date of Menander's death and of the archonship of Philippus 
and of the thirty -second year of the reign of Ptolemy. 

Harvard University 

1 Perhaps we shall never find the material to determine what was the full name 
of the missing archon of the year 293-92. That it ended in -oos (or perhaps -oos) 
would seem to have been established by Capps Am. Jour. Arch. IV (1900), pp. 89, 90. 
The fragment on which Capps bases this partial determination certainly refers to a 
year prior to Menander's death and subsequent to the introduction of the contest of 
comic actors at the City Dionysia — an innovation which, in all probability, took 
place between 307 b. c. and Menander's death. But, in the period extending from the 
poet's death back as far as 307, we know of no archon-name ending in -oos or -pos. 
There seems, therefore, to be good reason for assuming a gap of a year in the list 
between Philippus and his next known predecessor, Olympiodorus, archon for the 
year 294-93. — Wilhelm Urkunden dramatischer Auffiihrungen, pp. 63 ff ., argues against 
so early a date for the inscription under consideration. 



